Guatemala was omitted because the score of environmental concern was not available (only 47 countries presented above). The overall mean of within-country correlations (M = .16) was calculated by creating Z-scores of the within-country correlations, averaging the Z-scores, and transforming back to a correlation.
Hierarchical linear modeling: Random coefficient model in Study 1
The World Values Survey data were hierarchical with individuals nested within countries. Thus, hierarchical linear modeling techniques were used. Specifically, we used a random coefficient model to examine a random effect for the slope between environmental concern and pro-environmental behavior intentions. This model allows a significance test of variability in the association between environmental concern and support for environmental action across countries. The results controlled for individuals' income, education level, and gender, and age. For the analysis, we used the following equations:
where Y ij is environmental behavior intentions (i.e., the outcome variable) for person i in country j. All the individual-level factors were group-mean centered. Our main interest was to test the random effect for the slope β 1j (i.e., u 1j ) that represents the variation in the slope between environmental concern and environmental behavior intentions across nations. As reported in the main text, the random effect for the slope was significant, χ 2 (44) = 488.94, p < .001, 95% range of plausible values = [-.011, .437] (see Table S3 below). 
Hierarchical linear modeling: Intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes model in Study 1
Hierarchical linear modeling techniques were used to examine whether national-level individualism can explain the variability in the slope of environmental concern and support for environmental action across nations. Specifically, we used an intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes model to examine the cross-level interaction of environmental concern and individualism. This model allows a significance test of whether the association between environmental concern and support for environmental action depends on national-level individualism. The results controlled for income, education, gender, and age at the individual level and GDP per capita, Environmental Performance Index (EPI) (Esty et al., 2006) , and post-materialist value scores (Inglehart, 1995) 
where Y ij is environmental behavior intentions (i.e., outcome) for person i in country j. All the individual-level factors were group-mean centered, and standardized scores were used for country-level factors. Our main interest was to test the fixed effect of γ 12 that represents the degree to which the association between environmental concern and environmental behavior intentions changes according to national-level individualism. As predicted, the national value of individualism significantly predicted the slope between environmental concern and proenvironmental behavior intentions, B = .051, S.E. = .019, t(30) = 2.70, p = .012, 95% CI = [.014,
.088]. That is, when national-level individualism increased by one standard deviation, the slope between environmental concern and environmental behavior intentions increased by .051 (see Table S4 below). 
Hierarchical linear modeling: Intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes model with Hofstede's cultural dimensions in Study 1
To examine the effect of individualism above and beyond that of the other national-level cultural values as a key moderator of the link between environmental concern and support for environmental action, we also conducted the key multilevel analysis (i.e., an intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes modeling) including the other Hofstede's dimensions, namely, power distance, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation, and indulgence (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) . The following equations were used for the analysis:
where Y ij is environmental behavior intentions (i.e., outcome) for person i in country j. All the individual-level factors were group-mean centered, and standardized scores were used for Table S5 below). 
Hierarchical linear modeling: Intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes model with person-level individualism and collectivism in Study 1
We examined the influence of both collectively-shared cultural values and personallyheld value orientations on the link between environmental concern and support for environmental action. In order to do so, we conducted the key multilevel analysis in Study 1 (i.e., intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes model) including idiocentrism (person-level individualistic orientation) and allocentrism (person-level collectivistic orientation) and their interaction terms with environmental concern as individual-level predictors to examine how those different levels of cultural orientations independently interact with environmental concern in predicting support for environmental action.
For the analysis, we used the following equations:
where Y ij is environmental behavior intentions (i. Table S6 below). 
Hierarchical linear modeling: Intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes model with Schwartz's individual-level values in Study 1
Given that environmentalism has also been linked to Schwartz's study of personal values (Schwartz, 1992) , we also analyzed how these person-level values and national value of individualism independently influence the link between environmental concern and environmental action tendencies. Schwartz (1992) proposes a culturally universal structure of human values, identifying ten distinct value types (i.e., power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, universalism, benevolence, tradition, conformity, and security), which can be further categorized as four higher order values: openness to change (valuing self-direction, stimulation, and hedonism; the extent to which one pursues autonomy and novelty), conservatism (valuing tradition, conformity, and security; the extent to which one seeks stability and certainty), self-transcendence (valuing universalism and benevolence; the extent to which one cares about close and distant others' welfare), and self-enhancement (valuing power and achievement; the extent to which one pursues personal interests). Of the four types of values, research found that value of self-transcendence closely related to environmental attitudes and behavior; stronger self-transcendence value is associated with higher pro-environmental engagement (Karp, 1996; Schultz et al., 2005) .
Because the World Value Survey data set used in Study 1 included the scores of a brief version of Schwartz's value items (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz et al., 2001) , we also conducted the intercepts-and slopes-as-outcomes multilevel analysis including Schwartz's four higher order values and their interaction terms with environmental concern as individual-level predictors. This analysis allowed for another way of examining how individual-level values-in particular, the values that have been related to pro-environmentalism-and cultural-level values independently interact with environmental concern in explaining pro-environmental engagement.
The individual-level values were measured by using ten items that each corresponds to each of Schwartz's ten value types, which are further categorized into the four higher-order values: openness to change, conservatism, self-transcendence, and self-enhancement.
Respondents were asked to rate the importance of each value (e.g., "it is important to this person to help the people nearby; to care for their well-being." for benevolence; "it is important to this For the analysis, we used the following equations: 
where Y ij is environmental behavior intentions (i.e., outcome) for person i in country j. All the individual level factors were group-mean centered, and standardized country-level factor scores were used. Results showed that self-transcendence and openness to change predicted Table S7 below). 
Study 2 Supplementary Method and Results

Hypothetical scenario and instructions in Study 2
Participants were shown the following instructions on a computer screen:
After reading the hypothetical scenario below, please answer the following questions.
Imagine that you are the main character in the scenario.
"Imagine that you are shopping for some stuff at a market around your house. You want to buy items including bread, shampoo, cups, pens, coffee, etc. After looking around, you narrowed your options to two types of each item. You are considering which one to buy."
Imagine you are shopping in the situation above, and based on the features of each product presented next, please choose one between the two products that you would like to buy.
Product choice material construction in Study 2
The choice sets were carefully designed to maximize external validity as well as minimize demand characteristics. In addition to the key feature of environmental friendliness, choice sets included other attributes that also varied to reflect that outside of the laboratory people rarely consider only one feature in making purchasing decisions. Adding multiple attributes of each product, along with adding some filler items, also serves the function of making the purpose of the study less obvious, and reducing the concern of demand characteristics-that participants would know that we are assessing environmental choices and act accordingly. These attributes other than the price and environmental friendliness differed non-systematically across products to prevent them from being confounds (see the examples of choice sets below). Consequently, environmental friendliness and price were the only attributes shared across all the pro-environmental choices.
Reflecting the typical market place condition, pro-environmental choice options were priced higher than the conventional products, but the price differences were small (range: $0.40 to $1.70) to minimize the possibility of the price being the deciding factor. However, since the price of pro-environmental products was always higher than the conventional ones, it remains a potential confound. Namely, participants' decision-making may reflect their preferences for pricier options rather than for pro-environmental options. To address this alternative possibility, we ran additional analysis with the filler items. For the four filler items, there was one option more expensive than the other in all cases, with no other attribute systematically varied along with the price. If the price, not the environmental friendliness, was the driving factor of participants' decision-making found with pro-environmental choices, environmental concern (NEP) would predicts preference for more expensive products in the U.S., whereas norms would predict preference for more expensive products in Japan.
Our results ruled out this possibility. We first calculated the proportion of choosing a more expensive option across the four filler items as an index of preferences for an expensive option (i.e., if participants chose a more expensive option, the choice was coded as 1 and if they chose a cheaper one, coded as 0, and the mean of the binary scores across four choices was calculated). Then, we examined bivariate correlations between 1) environmental concern and the expensive option preference and 2) norms and the expensive option preference separate by culture. None of these correlations were significant. For Japanese, the correlation between environmental concern and the expensive option preference was r = .07, p = .497, and the correlation between norms and the expensive option preference was r = .08, p = .443. For
European Americans, the correlation between environmental concern and the expensive option preference was r = .01, p = .903, and the correlation between norms and the expensive option preference was r = -.02, p = .767. These additional analyses reduce the concern for the alternative possibility about price being a confounding factor.
Examples of pro-environmental product choice sets in Study 2
Shampoo choice.
Cup choice.
Coffee choice.
Examples of filler choice sets in Study 2
Bread choice.
Ball pen choice.
Mouse choice. Gender was entered as a control variable. Mean-centered environmental concern and mean-centered social norms were entered in the regression. Standardized regression coefficients are in parentheses. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .10
